Paris down under - world heritage impacts in Australia by Lennon, Jane
 DRO  
Deakin Research Online, 
Deakin University’s Research Repository  Deakin University CRICOS Provider Code: 00113B 
Paris down under - world heritage impacts in Australia 
Citation:  
Lennon, Jane 2006, Paris down under - world heritage impacts in Australia. In Hoffman, 
Barbara T. (ed), Art and cultural heritage: law, policy, and practice, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge, England, pp.210-215. 
 
 
 
 
 
This version is free to view and download for private research and study only. 
Not for re-distribution or re-use. 
©2006, Cambridge University Press 
Reproduced with permission. 
 
 
 
 
 
Downloaded from DRO: 
http://hdl.handle.net/10536/DRO/DU:30000858  
CHAPTER TWENTY-EIGHT 
Paris Down Under - World Heritage 
Impacts in Australia 
Jane L. Lennon 
Australian heritage is dominated by landscapes representing 
wild nature and the product ofIndigenous peoples. This land-
scape heritage is complex, woven by the interaction of people 
and their environment over time, including extensive shaping 
by Europeans. The development of Australia's landscape con-
servation has been influenced by changing perceptions of the 
relationship between nature and culture and has, for many 
years, placed a higher value on natural heritage. The develop-
ment of heritage protection has been dramatically altered by 
the World Heritage Convention that ushered in many nom-
inations of natural sites of global significance. This paper 
examines national characteristics, the shift in heritage pro-
tection to a values-based approach, the impact of tourism, 
and the rise of the cultural landscape concept as an integrat-
ing tool in producing a distinctively Australian contribution 
to heritage conservation. 
Thirty years ago, Australia joined The Convention Con-
cerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage and, ever since, World Heritage has had an impact 
on Australians - in their legislation, in their tourism, and in 
their concepts about nature and culture. Today the 16 World 
Heritage areas in Australia are household names, icons of pop-
ular heritage, and major tourist destinations, but only after 
bitter contests with a variety of communities and commercial 
interests. World Heritage in Australia has been a very political 
issue. 
The Convention deals with heritage of outstanding univer-
sal value. UNESCO's Committee for the Protection of World 
Cultural and Natural Heritage referred to an "International 
Estate" but its use of the word heritage signalled a major 
shift in the understanding of this term applied to features of 
the built and natural environment rather than as a spiritual 
notion. 
In 1973, a new Labor government led by Gough Whitlam, 
which had campaigned on a platform of environmental 
conservation, established a Committee of Enquiry into the 
National Estate. This committee recommended the creation 
of the Australian Heritage Commission, the primary role of 
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which was to establish a Register of the National Estate of those 
"things we want to keep." Despite the name, places did not 
need to be of national significance to be listed. However, the 
name "National Estate" created confusion and controversy 
for the next 30 years. Historians saw this national heritage 
movement as part of a wider international trend in the 1960s 
and '70s, and the creation of the National Estate "might as 
readily be seen as an indirect creation of UNESCO as a symp-
tom ofWhitlam's new nationalism" (Davison, 1991:118). 
NATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Australian landscapes are the product of 80 million years 
of evolution of the land and its flora and fauna since sep-
aration of the current land mass from Gondwana, and at 
least 60,000 years of Indigenous occupation and more than 
200 years of European occupation (Lennon et aI., 2001: 
14-15). Australia, the only nation to occupy a whole con-
tinent, is biologically diverse and the undisputed world cen-
tre for marsupials and Eucalyptus vegetation. Australia has 
7.6 million square kilometres of land, 70,000 kilometres of 
coastline, 16 million square kilometres of marine area, and 
6 million square kilometres of Antarctica. 
The first Australians, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander peoples, modified the environment through the use 
of fire and hunting, changing the species composition of flora 
and fauna, and may have driven the Pleistocene mega-fauna to 
extinction as well (ASEC, 2001:7, 73). They also gave the land-
scape its creation stories and peopled it with heroic ancestors, 
and they created nonarchitectural but spectacular evidence of 
their culture in rock art, occupation sites, and sacred land-
scapes. They made the whole of Australia a cultural landscape, 
a fact not well recognized in heritage management practice 
in Australia. 
The impact on the Indigenous landscape of the waves of 
European migration since the 1788 settlement of Sydney has 
been dramatic. Within a few generations, large tracts of the 
country were irreversibly modified by the introduction of 
sheep and cattle. Today, Australia's population of 20 million 
is highly urbanized, with sixty-two percent living in the five 
largest cities and eighty-five percent living within fifty kilo-
metres of the coastline. 
The Commonwealth of Australia was formed through the 
federation of the six separate British colonies in 1901. Under 
the constitution, the States and Territories are responsible for 
management of the environment, including national parks 
and heritage places, whereas the Commonwealth is respon-
sible for other national matters like defence, quarantine, tax-
ation, an<;l. matters associated with international treaties and 
conventions. 
MANAGEMENT OF HERITAGE PLACES 
In 1976, the Australian Heritage Commission was estab-
lished to identify and conserve the National Estate, which 
was defined as: 
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Figure I. 
... those places, being components of the natural environment of 
Australia, or the cultural environment of Australia that have aes-
thetic, historic, scientific or social signIficance or other special value 
for future generations as well as for the present community (section 
4 (1), Australian Heritage Commission Act, 1975). 
Soon after, Australia ICOMOS developed its Charter for the 
Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance, the Burra 
Charter, to assist in assessing the significance of cultural 
heritage values present at a place (<http://www.icomos.org/ 
australia/charters> ). 
Creating the Register of the National Estate has kept 
Australians aware of heritage landscapes because of the many 
controversies about listing these places. In November 1976, 
the Federal government instructed that Fraser Island, the 
world's largest sand island, be entered in the Register and 
mining of mineral sands ceased after a decade of battling 
between the Queensland State government and the miners, 
notably US Dillingham Constructions. Some places such as 
Ul!:!ru-Kata Tju!a have iconic status, but listing others has 
been much contested. Where States had inadequate land-use 
protection, conservation advocates used the listing process to 
draw attention to threatened places, ranging from potential 
World Heritage sites to local landscapes with remnant natural 
vegetation. 
. In 1981, the Great Barrier Reef, the world's largest living 
organism; Kakadu with its rugged landscapes, expansive wet-
lands, and Aboriginal art; and Willandra Lakes, a series of 
former lakes and dunes containing the oldest documented 
human remains in Australia, were all entered on the World 
Heritage List. This reinforced the view that our big landscapes 
had international value. In 1982, the Tasmanian Wilderness, 
one quarter of the State of Tasmania, was World Heritage 
listed, despite complete opposition from the State govern-
ment. A new Federal government had won the election on this 
issue of protection of wilderness using the external treaties 
power in the constitution and passed the World Heritage 
Properties Conservation Act in 1983, the only nation at that 
time to have legislation to protect World Heritage properties. 
World Heritage listing was truly used as a policy instrument 
to protect key Australian landscapes, especially in those States 
that did not use their land management powers appropriately 
for conservation; 
In many ways, this set the scene for some of the key ele-
ments of World Heritage management in Australia - the 
emphasis on universal as opposed to local values, the empha-
sis on the natural as opposed to European heritage values, 
and the imposition of a centralist model of decision-making 
versus local involvement and consultation, a trend that is now 
being reversed. The problem of having no jurisdiction except 
through the external treaty power to prevent inappropriate 
land use is one of the reasons for the invention of the National 
List of Australian heritage places. 
In 1996, the Australian Heritage Commission commenced 
community discussion about the best system for protecting 
Australia's heritage. It advocated moving to a systems model, 
which recognized that an integrated approach to heritage 
identification, conservation, and management was essential 
(AHC, 1996:14). It also recognized that more than 60 mil-
lion hectares or eight percent of the Australian land mass 
was managed for nature conservation, with 4,100 protected 
areas (Worboys et aI., 2001:75) and many of the 13,000 
places entered in the Register of the National Estate now 
covered by State, Territory, and local government heritage 
legislation. 
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The area of protected land in Australia had risen by 
2002 to over 10 percent or 77,462,000 hactares managed in 
6,755 protected area reserves «www.deh.gov.au/parks/nrs/ 
capad/index.html> ). In 2001 there were an estimated 163 mil-
lion hactares of native forest in Australia. More than 12 per-
cent of this forest was in nature conservation reserves (Bureau 
of Rural Sciences 2003, National Forest Inventory Database, 
Canberra). 
Regional Forest Agreements (RFAs) were entered into 
between the Commonwealth and State governments to guar-
antee access to forest resources and to set up an adequate, 
comprehensive and representative reserve system for the bio-
logical diversity of Australian forests. As part of the process, 
places of heritage significance were identified and assessed. 
Five RFAs led to an increase of about 1.7 million hactares of 
forest area included in conservation reserves between 1997 
and 2002. 
In 2000, a new category of Indigenous Protected Areas 
was established and in March 2005 there were 19 Indigenous 
Protected Areas, totaling 13,240,016 hactares ranging from 
Ngaanyatjarra (Western Australia) covering 9,812,900 hac-
tares to Chappell and Badger Islands (Tasmania) covering 
1,270 hactares. These lands now account for 18 percent of Aus-
tralia's protected areas ( <http://www.deh.gov.au/indigenous/ 
fact-sheets/ipa.html». Traditional and ongoing Indigenous 
knowledge is increasingly accepted as a valid and necessary 
information input to biodiversity management, alongside sci-
entific information. This new development also recognises 
the custodianship of Australia's biodiversity by Indigenous 
peoples. 
The Council of Australian Governments reviewed the 
roles and responsibilities for heritage identification and 
environment protection, including the major gap between 
World Heritage and National Estate sites in their protec-
tion regimes. This resulted in the Commonwealth's new 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999 (EPBC), which defines environment to include Aus-
tralia's natural and cultural heritage. Actions "likely to 
have a significant impact on a matter of national envi-
ronmental significance," require Ministerial approval. The 
matters of national environmental significance are: World 
Heritage properties, Ramsarwetlands of international imp or-
tance, listed threatened species and communities; migratory 
species protected under international agreements, nuclear 
actions, and the Commonwealth marine environments (see 
<http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc>). 
From 1 January 2004, amendments to the EPBC Act 1999 
came into effect to create a new National Heritage List of nat-
ural, indigenous, and historic places with outstanding here 
itage value to our nation. Under the new system, National 
Heritage will join the other six matters of national envi-
ronmental significance already protected by the EPBC Act. 
The primary purpose in managing National Heritage places 
is to identify, protect, conserve, present, and transmit to 
future generations the National Heritage values - the same 
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purpose as for World Heritage values (<http://www.deh. 
gov.au/heritage/law/heritageact/ distictively/index.html> ). 
VALUES-BASED MANAGEMENT 
The impact of World Heritage in delineating a heritage val-
ues approach to the new system is obvious. For more than 
twenty years, the Commonwealth has been arguing about the 
types and levels of heritage values in places people wanted to 
protect as World Heritage - were the values of outstanding 
universal value, as required in the Convention? 
In a statutory sense, the highest level of protection is given 
to World Heritage landscapes through this new Act, fol-
lowed by national parks, protected areas, and heritage places, 
although these are mostly managed under State laws. Approx-
imately 700 municipal governments look after identified 
places with local heritage values. The sixteen World Heritage 
properties are protected cooperatively between the Common-
wealth and State governments, with the State agencies respon-
sible for on-ground management. All properties now have 
plans of management and advisory committees with com-
munity and expert representation ( <http://www.deh.gov.au/ 
heritage/awh/worldheritage/index.html> ). 
Four of Australia's World Heritage Areas (Kakadu, Uluru, 
Willandra Lakes, and Tasmanian Wilderness) are inscribed 
as "mixed sites" for their Indigenous cultural World Heritage 
values, in addition to their natural values. These "mixed" 
site listings require the integrated management of both the 
cultural and natural values. 
In Australia, this has meant the close involvement of the 
local Indigenous community, and the traditional owners have 
been essential partners in management decisions on the con-
servation of heritage values within the properties. This prac-
tice is now being extended to other protected areas. 
Australians have traditionally perceived "nature" and Abo-
riginal culture as our heritage, which partly explains the 
absence of any World Heritage historic place in the repre-
sentation of Australia's heritage of outstanding universal sig-
nificance. The Royal Exhibition Buildings, Melbourne, has 
been nominated this year [added to World Heritage List in 
June 2004] and the nomination of the Sydney Opera House 
is still under development, as is a nomination of places exem-
plifying outstanding values in relation to convict history. The 
development of the National List should stimulate increased 
interest in establishing the historical contexts and assessing 
nationally significant places, and this in turn might convince 
the community and governments that there are Australian 
historic places of outstanding universal significance. 
The history of the use of the World Heritage Convention to 
protect large expanses of the natural environment because of 
their pristine qualities has tended to mitigate against recog-
nition of historic cultural values. Despite extended research 
into the range of cultural values in some natural areas like 
the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, these values 
have not been officially recognized, yet they form the basis of 
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popular tourist itineraries (Lennon, 2003). This is repeated 
in other World Heritage areas such as the Wet Tropics and 
Fraser Island. 
The World Heritage Convention covers both natural and 
cultural heritage, but the prevailing view is that the natu-
ral environment of our continent is of outstanding universal 
value and wilderness is the most important category. Yet this 
denies the interaction of humans on the environment over 
long spans of time and reduces popular appreciation of cul-
tural heritage to specific historic items. It also reflects igno-
rance of the importance of European settler heritage, which 
in turn is related to the history of World Heritage listing in 
Australia and the current feeling generated by the Greens 
party that a lot of cultural heritage is despoilation of natural 
heritage and best ignored or indeed "disappeared," such as 
mining relics or exotic plantings. 
TOURISM 
World Heritage Areas within Australia have become a draw-
card for both domestic and international visitors. The 
Queensland coastal destinations serviced by two international 
airports attract many as a result of intense marketing. In 
fact, English is a minority language at many of these places. 
The Wet Tropics hosted an estimated one million visitors in 
1999/2000. 
Initially, the early World Heritage battles were predicated 
on the expectation of economic disaster for North Queens-
land and Tasmania by closing down mining and logging, but 
the opposite has occurred, with tourism as the new industry. 
The difference in people's attitude to World Heritage listing 
over the last twenty years is fascinating, from absolute horror 
at "UN intervention" and State delegations flying to Paris to 
try and persuade the World Heritage Committee not to list, 
to the present situation, in which everyone is clamouring for 
World Heritage status. 
A total of 4.74 million international visitors arrived in 
Australia in 2003, compared with 4.93 in 2000. This sig-
nificant fall is a result of the impact of terrorism, war, and 
Asia region health issues. The average visitor expenditure 
is approximately $4000 according to the Bureau of Tourism 
Research, and loss of visitors translates to an economic loss 
of around $1 billion for the 2001-3 period. This indicates 
the economic impact of World Heritage listing when com-
bined with marketing and provision of infrastructure, and 
the impact is largely in regional communities. 
CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 
The 1992 amendments to the World Heritage criteria played 
a significant role in Australia in drawing attention to cul-
tural values in the landscape. These amendments provided 
for the following cultural landscape categories: intentionally 
designed - as in gardens, relict - as in archaeological sites, 
organically evolving or continuing use with material evidence 
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of its evolution, and associative landscapes with powerful 
religious, artistic, or cultural associations of the natural ele-
ment rather than material cultural evidence. These categories 
have been applied by some managers at national park level 
and at local level as a means of protecting diverse heritage 
values in their landscapes. 
The initial World Heritage listing of Ulu!:u-Kata Tju!a 
ignored its associative cultural landscape values and manage-
ment concentrated on getting Aboriginal people to help with 
wildlife conservation and education rather than encouraging 
them to maintain the traditional elements ofUluru as a story 
place. National publicity and new tourism promotion follow-
ing its re-inscription in 1996 as a cultural landscape changed 
the popular view ofUluru as the "big rock in the Centre." The 
Park, covering about 1,325 square kilometres, contains some 
outstanding examples of rare desert flora and fauna as well as 
the major geological features ofUlu!:.u (a sandstone monolith 
some 9.4 kilometres in circumference rising about 314 metres 
above the plain and formerly known as Ayers Rock) and Kata 
Tju!a (some 36 rock domes rising about 500 metres above 
the plain and formerly known as the Olgas). It was already 
listed for these natural heritage values and is also an inter-
national biosphere reserve. But for the AQungu there was a 
time when ancestral beings in the form of humans, animals, 
and plants travelled widely across the land and performed 
remarkable feats of creation and destruction. The journeys of 
these beings are remembered and celebrated and the record 
of their activities exists today in the landscape. AQangu pri-
mary responsibility is to maintain these values by caring for 
the land in the Park using traditional methods. 
Uluru is arguably the most distinctive current landscape 
symbol of Australia and conveys a powerful sense of the very 
long time during which the Australian continent has evolved. 
For all Australians Uluru is a symbol of the outback - the 
heart of the Red Centre - and over the last few decades it has 
become a popular icon in marketing our national identity. 
State heritage agencies have also incorporated cultural 
landscapes into their categories of places in the 1990s using the 
World Heritage categories. Some local government authori-
ties are using this concept as a means of protecting the diverse 
values in the landscapes and implementing zoning schemes 
to control development. 
Whereas much practical conservation effort over the last 
decade has occurred as a whole-farm and water catchment 
levels through the federally funded National Heritage Trust, 
identifying and protecting remnant vegetation, there has been 
little effort at regional landscape protection and in manag-
ing delineated cultural landscapes, either on private property 
or in public land reserves. Since 1996, the Trust has invested 
$1.4 billion to help local communities support the sustain-
able management of Australia's natural resources through 
Landcare, Bushcare, Coastcare, and Rivercare programs 
( <http://www.nht.gov.au/overview.html> ). Yet the historic 
components of the cultural landscape, such as historic roads 
and fences, place names, structures, and buildings, require 
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identification as part of a whole landscape and funding for 
conservation treatments. The natural heritage view is so dom-
inant that the cultural values in the landscape are ignored 
except for scenic ones. 
Natural and cultural heritage values are given expression 
in various heritage-related disciplines, but our education and 
training has resulted in separating those values into natu-
ral, historic, and Indigenous categories in place-based frame-
works separate from object-based or material cultures. The 
fundamental dichotomy of views expressed by the World 
Heritage Committee expert bodies - IUCN for natural her-
itage and ICOMOS for cultural heritage - tlows down to the 
local landscape level and enshrines the actual separation of 
nature and culture despite the intention of the Convention to 
protect cultural landscapes as "the combined works of nature 
and of man." The separation of identification, assessment, 
and management of cultural and natural components in the 
landscape leads to contlict and unnecessary difficulties for 
managers. The World Heritage Committee has been trying 
since the mid -1990s to reform its operational guidelines and 
combine natural and cultural criteria. 
CONCLUSION 
Although environment is now defined in Australia to include 
natural and cultural heritage, new heritage legislation based 
on national values is a retlection of World Heritage method-
ology combining the works of nature and man and setting 
outstanding values as those to be protected. Some concepts 
from indigenous Australia may assist this integration of nat-
ural and cultural values in conservation practice. The Yolngu 
people use different words to describe "two way" exchange -
ga.!!ma and garma (McConvell, 2000). 
Both of these ideas are based on metaphors of place and 
space, and the first is also a water metaphor because water 
often represents knowledge in Yolngu philosophy. Ga.!!ma is 
defined as: 
"an area within the mangroves where the saltwater (non-Aboriginal 
knowledge) coming in from the sea meets the stream of fresh water 
(Yolngu knowledge). The water circulates silently underneath and 
there are lines of foam circulating across the surface." (Marika, 
1999:112) 
The metaphor here is that while the knowledge from different 
cultures gradually mix in the ga.!!ma, each system is preserved 
(as the sea and the fresh water remain distinct) and respected. 
Garma is defined as: 
"an open ceremonial area that everyone can participate in and 
enjoy ... Garma also means an open forum where people can share 
ideas and everyone can work hard to reach agreement." (Marika, 
1999:114) 
This sharing of the meanings and interpretation of different 
fields of heritage exhibited in Australian places is one of the 
key requirements for a more sustainable and holistic conser-
vation practice. This principle of ga.!!ma occurring in garma 
could contribute a very special concept to the rest of the world 
and be particularly relevant to the reformed Operational 
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Guidelines to the World Heritage Convention whereby the 
criteria are merged for determining outstanding universal 
values. 
In contributing something distinctively Australian to the 
continuing evolution of World Heritage concepts for conser-
vation, it is fitting to offer the words of a famous Australian 
writer: 
... we need to keep in mind ... the extent to which Aboriginal 
notions of inclusiveness, of re-imagining the world to take in all 
that is now in it, has worked to include us. (David Malouf, 1998:59) 
QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 
1. Given that the environment is now legally defined in 
Australia to include cultural and natural heritage, what are 
the actual impediments to on-ground management of her-
itage values exhibited in a place? 
2. How might one ensure that an integrated approach to 
management of identified heritage values occurs? Is moni-
toring an effective method of measuring this and if so, what 
indicators could be used? 
3. What lessons can we learn from Australian Aboriginal 
methods of "caring for country"? 
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PRACTICE TIPS 
Australia ICOMOS produced an updated version of The 
Illustrated Burra Charter: Good Practice for Heritage Places 
by Meredith Walker and Peter Marquis-Kyle in 2004 that 
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incorporates the major changes to the Burra Charter (the 
Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Signifi-
cance) reflecting the evolution of heritage conservation prac-
tice in Australia «www.icomos.org/australia». 
Tools provided by the Australian Heritage Commission 
such as the "how to do it" reference book, Protecting 
Local Heritage Places, A guide for communities (2000) will 
assist community groups interested in natural and cul-
tural heritage identification and management. It was devel-
oped in consultation with professional heritage people and 
community-based organisations, provides ideas and options 
on how to identify and protect natural and cultural heritage 
places, outlines an integrated approach to the identification 
and management of natural and cultural heritage values, and 
provides lists of contact details for heritage agencies and 
useful references. It advocates ten steps to protect heritage 
places and provides guidance for each step in the process 
( <www.heritage.gov.au/protecting.html> ). 
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Similarly, Protecting Natural Heritage - Using the Aus-
tralian Natural Heritage Charter (2003) is a product of exten-
sive community consultation, expands the principles of the 
Charter, and provides explanations and examples of pro-
cess used in natural heritage conservation «www.ea.gov. 
au/heritage/law/naturalheritage> ), whereas Ask First: A guide 
to respecting Indigenous heritage places and values, (2002) 
offers practical assistance to those concerned with the protec-
tion and care of Indigenous heritage places ( <www.heritage. 
gov.au/keyresources.html> ). 
Two major references for Australian practice are: 
Kerr, J. S., 1996. The Conservation Plan: A guide to the prepa-
ration of conservation plans for places of European cultural sig-
nificance. National Trust of Australia (NSW), Sydney. 
Pearson, M. and Sullivan, S., 1995. Looking After Her-
itage Places: The basics of heritage planning for managers, 
landowners and administrators. Melbourne University Press, 
Melbourne. 
